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Abstract. Evidence is presented that Ephysteris inustella (Zeller) was first validly described in 1839. 


The name inustella was originally proposed as Gelechia ( Brachmia) artemisiella var. 
inustella Zeller (1839: 201) and subsequently raised to species rank (Zeller 1847: 
853). However, this was mostly overlooked and the name was generally attributed to 
Herrich-Schaffer (1853: pi. 67, fig. 498; 1854: 171) until the situation was clarified by 
Sattler (1978: 61). Karsholt (1995: 149) accepted the authorship of Zeller but argued 
that the species had to date from 1847 as in 1839 it was published in synonymy under 
artemisiella and it was not clear in that paper that Zeller considered inustella as a 4 Var.’ 
of artemisiella. That interpretation is incorrect, as can be seen clearly in Fig. 1. In the 
first line Zeller cited, under number 70, the name artemisiella , which he attributed to 
von Tischer, followed by references to Treitschke and Fischer von Roeslerstamm. Line 
2 begins with the term ‘Var.’ followed by a description that ends with ‘ Inustella Zell. 
in lit.\ There is no doubt that Zeller meant the name inustella to apply to that ‘vari¬ 
ety’; indeed he confirms it in 1847, where he stated under G. salinella : ‘... Gelechia 
inustella Z. which I mentioned in Isis 1839. p. 201.70. as a variety of Gel. artemisiella 
and which almost certainly is a distinct species ...’(,... Gelechia inustella Z., die ich 
Isis 1839. S. 201.70. als Varietat der Gel. artemisiella aufgefiihrt habe, und die doch 
wohl eigene Art ist; ...‘) (Fig. 2). It may have confused Karsholt that Zeller in 1839 
had placed the name inustella after the description rather than at its beginning, as is 
customary. However, were it not meant to apply to the variety, it could only apply to 
artemisiella itself, but in that case Zeller would have placed inustella in brackets after 
the references as he had done in several other examples of in litteris names in the same 
paper. If one were to accept Karsholt’s view one would have to assume that Zeller in 
1847 misinterpreted what he had done in 1839, a rather unlikely scenario. 

Regrettably Karsholt’s interpretation was followed by Huemer & Karsholt (2010: 
217) in their important recent volume of Microlepidoptera of Europe, making it nec¬ 
essary to rectify the matter here before it gains wider acceptance. At the same time 
Huemer & Karsholt also consider inustella Z. 1839 to be a misidentification of 
Scrobipalpa artemisiella (Treitschke, 1833); however, for the purposes of availability 
it is irrelevant that the presumed var. inustella is not conspecific with artemisiella. The 
description in 1839 clearly fulfils all the requirements of the Code and there is no valid 
reason for rejecting it. 
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Sattler: Ephysteris inustella (Zeller) original description 


-IWH Oie mnymr - !yni’Uijmiu; uriu>i|u;i \u\v* - -—uu 

JUefcrgcfkdud) bep ©logau unb ©aljbrunn nid)t feltm. — 
4birtl)er gd)6rt n>af)tfd)einlid) £)egeet I. tab. 22. fig. 23., unb 
folglid) aud) Dodeeella Linn • J ]V ’"^ 

69. Vulgella S. V., Hbn. 346. —' an ©af)toeiben bep ©b 
unb ©aljbrunn tm 3unp unb 3ulp feften. — 8 ©pemplare. 

(a. 70. Artemisiella Tischer, Tr5,' if FR. I. tab. 30. fig. 2. 
23ar.; bie Skrberflfigel beUgrau, brdunlid) befidubt, 2 rauf)e 
$Puncte por, 1—2 Winter ber 9D?itte tieffdjroarj, toftg|lfr eincjes 
fa^t. Inustella Zell, in lit. 

71. Nanella S.V., : Hn. 264. — *£>ier!)er tt>af)rfd>einlicf) aud? 
Pumilclla S.V., Hbn. 268. — S3erlin, ©togau in £>bfrgdrten 
un 3unp # unb 3ulp. — 13 €p<mplaw. % ^ q\. 

Fig. l.Isis 1839: 201. 


402. (10.) S a 1 i n e 11 a n. sp . 

Alis anterioribus dilute^riseis^ fusco pulvereis, pun- 
ctis duobus ante, lino post medium fuscis ferrugineo- 
cinctis; posterioribus paulo latioribus canescentibus; pal- 
pis mediocribus, articuli ultimi basi annuloque fuscis (m. f.\ 

Var. 6) alarum anteriorura punctis tantum luteis. 

<2>et)t naf)e ber Gelechia inustella Z , bie id) 3>ft$ 1839. 
©. 201. 70. al3 $3arietdt bcc Gel. artemisiella aufgeffibrt 
babe, unb bic bod) toopi eigene 2(rt tfl; auperbem, bap bie gan$e 
garbung oon Salinella t>iet fteller ill, unterfcpeibet biefe fid) 
rcefentlid) burd) bie $interflitgel, roelcpe bep ipr breiter ftnb al3 
bie QSotberflfigel, rodprenb bop Inustella ba$ Umgefeprte ©tatt 
pnbet. 

3n ber ©rope iff Salinella geroopnlicp etroaS fiber G. arte- 
raisiella. $opf, Oificfenfcpilb unb SBorberflfigel febr pellgelbltd) 

Fig. 2. Isis 1847: 171. 


The words in litteris in Zeller’s first description indicate that he may have com¬ 
municated that manuscript name in correspondence or in the form of named specimens 
to fellow lepidopterists as was common practice in those days. Perhaps unaware of 
Zeller’s original description and subsequent reference, Herrich-Schaffer attributed in¬ 
ustella to 4 FR’ (Fischer von Roeslerstamm), from whom he may have received one or 
more specimens under that name. 
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Zeller did not mention a type-locality for inustella in 1839 or 1847, nor was it fixed 
when a lectotype was designated (Sattler 1978: 61), but the assumption that inustella 
was collected in then German Silesia (Huemer & Karsholt 2010: 218) is here accept¬ 
ed. None of the Zeller specimens in BMNH bears a locality label and I did not find 
the name inustella mentioned in Zeller’s quite detailed field diaries up to and includ¬ 
ing the year 1839. However, as the writing in the diaries, which are in old German 
script, is minuscule I might easily have overlooked the name. Herrich-Schaffer (1854: 
171) gave the distribution as ‘Schlesien’, and amongst four specimens coming from 
Herrich-Schaffer, via the Hofmann collection, two are labelled respectively ‘Schlesien’ 
and ‘Glogau’. It is highly likely that those specimens originated from Zeller, who lived 
in Glogau and for many years collected extensively in that area. Glogau, a town in the 
then German province of Schlesien, which was separated from Germany after World 
War 2, is now part of western Poland: Lower Silesia, Glogow (51°40' N 16°06' E). 
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